REMARKS 

This is a full and timely response to the outstanding non-final Office Action 
mailed July 30, 2004. Claims 18-23 and 25-35 remain pending in this case. Through 
this response, claims 18, 23, 25, and 28 are amended, claims 34 and 35 have been 
newly added, and claim 24 is cancelled without prejudice, waiver, or disclaimer. 
Reconsideration and allowance of the application and pending claims are respectfully 
requested. 

I. Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicant appreciates the Examiner's indication that claim 24 would be 
allowable if rewritten to include all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. Accordingly, Applicant has amended claim 23 to incorporate the 
limitations of claim 24 into claim 23. 

In that it is believed that every rejection has been overcome, it is respectfully 
submitted that each of the claims that remains in the case is presently in condition for 
allowance. 

II. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
A. Statement of the Rejection 

Claims 18-21, 28-30, and 32 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
allegedly being anticipated by Twyford (U.S. Pat. No. 3,707,611), or by the Article, 
"Customizable Keys Using Add-On 'plugs,'" (herein, Article). Applicant respectfully 
traverses this rejection. 
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B. Applicants 9 Independent Claims 



As provided in independent claims 18, 21, 23, and 28, Applicants claim (with 
emphasis added): 

18. A method for personalizing an electrical device having a plurality of button 
openings that are adapted to receive interchangeable, encoded buttons, comprising the 
steps of: 

providing a graphical user interface; 

receiving selection through use of the graphical user interface of a 
particular device functionality to be associated with a particular encoded button; 

and 

assigning the selected device functionality to the encoded button such that 
when the encoded button is disposed within a button opening of the electrical device 
and depressed, the selected functionality will be performed by the electrical device. 

21. A method for personalizing an electrical device, comprising the steps of: 
receiving a record command input by a user; 

detecting selection of various device buttons after receiving the record 
command, each device button being associated with a discrete device functionality; 
and 

assigning each of the functionalities associated with the selected buttons to 
a further button so that the further button is programmed to initiate performance of 
each of the functionalities when depressed by a user. 

23. A method for controlling operation of an electrical device, comprising: 
detecting reception of a removable button by a button receiving member; 
identifying the position of a pin of the removable button, the position of the 
pin being related to a given functionality, wherein identifying the position of a pin 
comprises identifying the position of a nonconductive pin through actuation of a 
button receiving member sensing element by the nonconductive pin ; and 

determining a functionality associated with the removable button from the 
identified pin position. 

28. A method for enabling customization of an electrical device, comprising: 
providing a graphical user interface; 

receiving a selection input by a device user through use of the graphical 
user interface of a functionality to be associated with a given removable button; 

detecting selection of the given removable button in a device control panel; 
determining the functionality associated with the given removable button; and 
performing the functionality associated with the given removable button. 
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C. Discussion of the Rejection 

It is axiomatic that "[anticipation requires the disclosure in a single prior art 
reference of each element of the claim under consideration." W. L. Gore & 
Associates, Inc. v. GarlocK Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 1554, 220 U.S.P.Q. 303, 313 (Fed. 
Cir. 1983)(emphasis added). Therefore, every claimed feature of the claimed 
invention must be represented in the applied reference to constitute a proper rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). In the present case, not every feature of the claimed 
invention is represented in the Twyford reference or the Article. 

Independent Claim 18 

With regard to independent claim 18, Applicants have amended independent 
claim 18 through this response. Through this amendment of independent claim 18, 
Applicants have rendered the rejection to independent claim 18 moot. In particular, 
Applicants respectfully submit that neither the Article nor Twyford disclose the claim 
limitations providing a graphical user interface or receiving selection through use of 
the graphical user interface of a particular device functionality to be associated 
with a particular encoded button, as recited in independent claim 18. Thus, 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to claim 1 8 be withdrawn. 

Because independent claim 18 is allowable over Article and Twyford, 
corresponding dependent claims 19-20 are allowable as a matter of law for at least the 
reason that dependent claims 19-20 contain all elements of their respective base claim. 
See, e.g., In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 

Independent Claim 21 

With regard to independent claim 21, Applicants respectfully submit that neither 
the Article nor Twyford disclose the claim limitations receiving a record command 
input by a user, detecting selection of various device buttons after receiving the 
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record command, each device button being associated with a discrete device 



functionality, or assigning each of the functionalities associated with the selected 
buttons to a further button, as recited in independent claim 21. As an initial matter, 
the Office Action alleges the following with regard to independent claims 18, 21, and 
28: 

Twyford teaches a system, Figs. 1-11, for personalizing an electrical 
device, comprising: an electrical device (a separate keyboard 20 for a 
computer) having a plurality of button openings 136 that are adapted to 
receive removable encoded buttons 24 that can be interchangeably 
disposed within the button openings 136 of the electrical device 20, the 
buttons 24 being provided with a variety of discrete features, such as a 
plurality of contact members — (electrical encoding), and mounting 
means — (mechanical encoding), so as to be selectable by a user to 
personalized the device as desired by the user (see abstract and also 
col. 2, lines 31-59) by initiating particular functionalities of said 
computer irrespective of the button locations. Twyford teaches 
furthermore said buttons 24 includes functionality sensing elements 
comprising pin openings 80 adapted to receive electrically conductive 
pins 76, 78 of the removable buttons 24. The Article teaches a system, 
Figs. 1-3, for personalizing an electrical device, comprising: an 
electrical device (a separate keyboard 1 for a computer) having a 
plurality of buttons openings that are adapted to receive removable 
encoded buttons, Fig. 2, that can be interchangeably disposed within 
the button openings of the electrical device 1 . Both, Twyford and The 
Article teach the buttons being provided with a variety of discrete 
features, such as a plurality of contact lines — (electrical encoding in the 
Article, or different locations of the pin by Twyford (electrical and 
mechanical encoding) so as to be selectable by a user to personalized 
the device as desired by the user by initiating particular functionalities 
of said computer irrespective of the button locations (see Twyford, 
abstract and also col. 2, lines 31-59, or The Article, pages 3-4). 

Nothing in the above explanation from the Office Action nor the cited sections 
discloses at least the claim limitation of receiving a record command input by a user, 
as recited in claim 21. Both references are described as initiating personalization 
through insertion and removal of individual buttons on a keyboard, and do not 
describe detecting selection of various device buttons after receiving the record 
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command or assigning each of the functionalities associated with the selected 

buttons to a further button, as recited in claim 21. 

The Office Action further alleges that the claimed method steps are inherently 

necessitated by the structures defined in the above references. The requirements for 

inherency are provided in the Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP), section 

2112, reproduced in relevant part below (no emphasis added): 

The fact that a certain result or characteristic may occur or be present 
in the prior art is not sufficient to establish the inherency of that result 
or characteristic... In relying upon the theory of inherency, the 
examiner must provide a basis in fact and/or technical reasoning to 
reasonably support the determination that the alleged inherent 
characteristic necessarily flows from the teachings of the prior art. 

Applicants fail to see how "record command" functionality is taught by the 
references. In keeping with the MPEP requirements, Applicants respectfully request 
that a basis in fact or technical reasoning be provided to support the determination that 
the emphasized claim features necessarily flow from the Article or Twyford, or 
alternatively, withdraw the rejection to independent claim 21. 

Because independent claim 21 is allowable over Article and Twyford, 
corresponding dependent claim 22 is allowable as a matter of law. 

Independent Claim 23 

Applicants have amended claim 23 to incorporate the limitations of original 
claim 24, as recommended by the Office Action. Since the Office Action has stated that 
claim 23 "would be allowable if rewritten to include all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims," Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to 
amended independent claim 23 be withdrawn. 



-11- 



Because independent claim 23 is allowable over Article and Twyford, 
corresponding dependent claims 25-27 (and newly added claims 34 and 35) are 
allowable as a matter of law. 

Independent Claim 28 

With regard to independent claim 28, Applicants have amended independent 
claim 28 through this response. Through the amendment of independent claim 28, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection to independent claim 28 has been 
rendered moot. In particular, Applicants respectfully submit that neither the Article nor 
Twyford disclose the claim limitations providing a graphical user interface or 
receiving a selection input by a device user through use of the graphical user 
interface of a functionality to be associated with a given removable button, as 
recited in independent claim 28. Thus, Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection to claim 28 be withdrawn. 

Because independent claim 28 is allowable over Article and Twyford, 
corresponding dependent claims 29-33 are allowable as a matter of law. 

In summary, due to the shortcomings of the Twyford reference and the Article as 
described in the foregoing, Applicants respectfully assert that neither Twyford nor the 
Article anticipate Applicants' claims. Further, in that the independent claims are 
allowable, Applicants respectfully submit that the separate rejection under section 4 of 
the Office Action has been rendered moot. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request 
that the rejection of these claims be withdrawn. 

III. Claim Rejections - 35 ILS.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 19, 27, and 33 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Twyford of The Article in view of Ant en (U.S. Pat. No. 5,140,632). 
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As independent claims 18, 23, and 28 corresponding to dependent claims 19, 27, and 33, 
respectively, are allowable, Applicant respectfully submit that the rejection to claims 19, 
27, and 33 is rendered moot for at least the reason that dependent claims 19, 27, and 33 
contain all the limitations of the independent claims from which they depend. Further, 
Anten fails to remedy the deficiencies of the Article or Twyford as described above with 
respect to the independent claims. Thus, Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection to claims 19, 27, and 33 be withdrawn. 

IV. Canceled Claims 

As identified above, claim 24 has been canceled from the application through 
this Response without prejudice, waiver, or disclaimer. Applicants reserve the right to 
present this canceled claim, or variants thereof, in continuing applications to be filed 
subsequently. 

V. Newly Added Claims 

As identified above, claims 34 and 35 have been added into the application 
through this response. Applicant respectfully submits that these new claims describe an 
invention novel and unobvious in view of the references and, therefore, respectfully 
requests that these claims be held to be allowable. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants respectfully submit that Applicants' pending claims 18-23 and 25- 
35 are in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the 
present application and all pending claims are hereby courteously requested. If, in the 
opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic conference would expedite the examination of 
this matter, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned attorney at (770) 933-9500. 



Respectfully submitted, 




David Rodack 
Registration No. 47,034 
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